In the light of a parallel engagement of other language educators with the notion of intercultural competence (e. g. Corbett 2003; Holliday et al. 2004; Kramsch 1998; Phipps/Gonzalez 2004; Valdes 1990) , it remains pertinent to redress the balance between two competing descriptions of reading literary texts: schema theory and reader response theory. This paper will compare the accounts these two theories provide for reading foreign language (FL) literary texts for cultural awareness. In so doing, it will consider two things: first, the extent to which the two theories are commensurable; and secondly, the adequacy of each theory for describing the process of intercultural reading.
Literature, Culture and Understanding
Despite the repositioning of literature within the cultural dimension of language learning, there has been a reluctance to radically reconsider theories of reading in order to fully embrace the interpretation of FL literary texts. FL reading is still described almost exclusively in terms of ›schema theory‹ (e. g. Cook 1994; Davies 1995; Grabe/Stoller 2002; Wallace 1988) ; indeed, Bernhardt (2005) complains that research into second language reading displays an »overadoption of schema theory« and has been »derivative and non-original« (133 f.). However, an alternative account of the reading process derived from phenomenology and hermeneutic philosophy (Dilthey 1996; Gadamer 1960) has also been used to describe the reading of FL literature (Buttjes 1992; Byram 1989) . Although previous studies that have addressed this issue have largely been resolved in favour of a cognitive approach (e. g. Harker 1988; , this paper will argue that reader response theory (Iser 1974; Ricoeur 1981; Rosenblatt 1938; 1991) in fact provides a more powerful explanation of reading FL literature, and in particular of the development of cultural awareness on the part of what we will call the ›intercultural reader‹.
Various models have been proposed to integrate ›language-based‹ or ›text-based‹ approaches to reading with ›knowledge-based‹ approaches to reading. Within the context of reading German texts, Bernhardt (1993) identifies three features from each approach: language based processing entails word recognition, phonemic/graphemic recognition, and syntactic recognition; knowledge-based processing entails background knowledge, intratextual perceptions, as well as metacognitive recognition. This synthesis is most powerful in the way it draws on empirical evidence to differentiate the development of the different levels of approaching the text over time. However, the model still confines itself to essentially psycholinguistic theories of reading, not least in the way in which it considers ›micro-features‹ to be located with the text, and ›global‹ features to be located with the reader. Cook (1994) also claims to synthesize theories of reading; however, this essentially remains an elab-Both schema theory and reader response theory are derived from general theories of perception and share the concept of ›schema‹, originating with Kant (1964, 182 f.) . However, both theories have evolved differently to explain how comprehension takes place: »schema theory via gestalt and cognitive psychology; and reader response theory via hermeneutic and phenomenological philosophy« (Harker 1994, 67 f.) . Schema theory is derived from empirical research carried out initially with L1 readers (e. g. Norman et al. 1975; Rumelhart 1975; 1977; 1980; Rumelhart/Ortony 1977; Rumelhart/Norman 1978) . Thus, schema theory originated as an inductive theory generated from empirical data. Due to the prevalence of empirical studies using this theoretical framework over the past 40 years, schema theory remains the dominant paradigm in both L1 and FL reading research, irrespective of text type (Miall 1989) .
By contrast, reader response theory is phenomenological (Husserl 1970; Heidegger 1996) in as much as it describes the experience of the reader as she responds to a literary text; and hermeneutic (Dilthey 1996; Gadamer 1960) in as much as it describes the features of the literary text which give rise to this experience. It therefore remains a theory-driven, deductive account which, by virtue of its disciplinary origins, has not yet been extensively underwritten by empirical evidence. Thus with a few exceptions (e. g. of Miall 1989; 1990; 2006a; 2006b; Miall/Kuiken 1994; empirical studies focusing on reader response remain scarce, small scale and often relegated to low impact journals or unpublished doctoral theses. Some of these studies will nevertheless be drawn from in this paper to support distinctive features of response theory for intercultural reading. Although as a theory of reading, response theory has evolved with particular reference to the reading of narrative texts and the novel in particular (Iser 1974; , within accounts of FL reading pedagogy (e. g. Anderson 1999; Carrell et al. 1988) , it has tended to give ground to cognitive theories, even where literary texts are concerned (e. g. Cook 1994) . Despite the overwhelming acceptance of the empirical basis of schema theory, certain underlying assumptions remain open to critique: in particular the relationship between the empirical evidence and its corresponding theorisation, as well as the conceptual basis of its core terminology.
Central to schema theory is the operation of four encoding processes; selection, abstraction, interpretation and integration. An influential and wide ranging review of foundational empirical studies (Alba/Hasher 1983) suggests that these four pro-A C H T U N G T R E N N U N G cesses fail to account for the rich and often accurate detail of complex events and episodes. First, while selection and abstraction both assume a reduction in the amount of information stored in memory, it has been suggested that the memory trace for complex events is richer and more detailed than these processes allow; and, further, the theory does little to explain how knowledge is actually represented, organised and used. Second, distortions and the imposition of personal interpretations appear to be less common than is often claimed. Third, the process of integration does not appear to be obligatory; it has been demonstrated that under various conditions, uninterpreted and unintegrated information can also be available for recall. In fact, it has been suggested that elaboration in initial processing has effects on retrieval as strong as those of prior knowledge. It has also been argued that much of the support for schema theory may have stemmed from procedural peculiarities of key studies where anomalies in the findings, the lack of some effects in control group comparison, and serious questions about generalizability have tended to be disregarded (Sadoski/Paivio/Goetz 1991) .
Definitions of ›schema‹ and its related terminology also remain problematic. Within cognitive research, the specification of ›schema‹ has for the most part been vague, with the term operating at such a high level of generality that there have been successive different formulations of its features, structures and function (Brewer/Treyens 1981; Taylor/Crocker 1981) . Moreover, we question the actual status of the term (after Dahlin 1991) . Its autochthonous usage by Kant (1964) , and later by Bartlett (1932) , was merely hypothetical (ibid.) and the concept was introduced as a highly provisional idea to explain the relationship between sensory perception and higher mental processing. However, after successive decades of empirical research within a realist paradigm, the concept has undergone a process of reification so the term ›schema‹ is no longer viewed as a name or abstraction, but has become attributed with actual existence. This tendency towards reification has been reinforced by enduring definitions often being couched in metaphorical terms. For example, a general schema is defined as analogous to a play, and an instantiated schema as the script of a play is to a particular performance; likewise schemata have been defined as »frameworks with ›slots‹ to be filled« or »›packets‹ of knowledge contained within larger ›packets of knowledge‹« (Sadoski/Paivio/Goetz 1991, 466) . As with the realist discourse of much scientific knowledge (Latour/Woolgar 1979) , the concrete nature of the imagery used to define schema theory has played its part in the widespread assumption that a ›schema‹ is an empirically verifiable mental phenomenon, rather than simply being a notional instance of heuristic imagery.
Commensurable Theories?
According to Barsalou (2003) , three models of the human conceptual system have informed the past thirty years' cognitive research into reading: first, exemplar or control models (Zwaan 1993) of conceptual processing, such as ›schemata‹ (Rumelhart 1975; 1977; 1980; Rumelhart/Ortony 1977; Rumelhart/Norman 1978) , ›scripts‹ (Abelson 1975; Schank 1975; Schank/Abelson 1977) and ›frames‹ (Minsky 1975) ; second, semantic memory models, such as prototype theory (Rosch 1975; Rosch/Mervis 1975) ; and third, connectionist models (McClelland/Rumelhart 1985; Rumelhart et al. 1986 ). Of these, it is exemplar models that have so far been referred to in this paper as ›schema theory‹.
Barsalou categorizes key features of the three different models of the conceptual system (2003, 515 -518) . In Table 1 , we adapt and extend these categories to compare exemplar models and reader response theory. Three areas of similarity emerge, in as much as both are descriptions of human perceptual activity which is situated and symbolically mediated, rather than apperceived directly through the senses. First, both theories are modular in their architecture: knowledge »resides in memory stores outside sensory-motor systems« (ibid., 516). Second, both theories are amodal in their systems of representation: the content of memory is mediated through a symbol system which is distinct from the sensory-motor system. Third, neither theory is an abstract system: rather, both are situated in as much as they »store situation-specific knowledge of category members, rather than abstracting across them« (ibid., 518). However, there are also four areas of difference between the theories: organisation, structure, ontology and stability. First, exemplar models employ a hierarchical conceptual framework, since they are taxonomic in their organisational principles »via the similarity mechanisms and control exemplar retrieval« (ibid., 518); by contrast, reader response theory exhibits a synthetic, linear organisation. Second, we suggest that exemplar models represent textual comprehension structured as a paradigmatic system; whereas reader response theory represents the narrative synthesis structured as a syntagmatic progression. Third, in its categorical distinction between mental operations and textual data, the ontology of exemplar models is essentially dualist; while in its synthesis of the experience of the reader with the text, the ontology of reader response theory is monist (Cunningham/Fitzgerald 1996, 51 f.). Fourth, exemplar models appear to be relatively stable, with »all exemplar memories for a category being accessed every time the category is processed« (ibid., 518); by contrast we propose that reader response theory is relatively dynamic. In what follows, we enlarge on these four areas of difference and consider empirical studies which provide evidence to support these features of response theory. However, while many empirical studies of readers' responses to literary texts undertake well designed and rigorous analyses of stylistic features of the text or of the psychology of readers' responses, they are often undertheorised.
Organisation: Dialogue with the Text
In its most developed form (Rumelhart 1980) , the control structure of schema theory is realised in an interactive relationship between top-down, or conceptual-driven activation; and bottom-up, or data-driven activation (Bobrow/Norman 1975) , which realises the taxonomic organization of the model. Since schemata are active recognition devices which process the matching of the data being processed, they can embed one within another. The process of comprehension therefore operates through the relationship between higher level conceptual schemata and lower level sensory stimuli. Carrell and Eisterhold (1983) sketch the processes involved in this interactive process where two-way processing occurs simultaneously at all levels: The data that are needed to instantiate the schemata become available through bottom-up processing; top-down processing facilitates their assimilation if they are anticipated by or consistent with the reader's conceptual expectations. Bottom-up processing ensures that the readers will be sensitive to information that is novel or that does not fit their ongoing hypotheses about the content or structure of the text; top-down processing helps the readers to resolve ambiguities or to select between alternative possible interpretations of the incoming data. (Carrell/Eisterhold 1983, 557) By contrast, reader response theory exhibits a synthetic, linear organisation. Influenced by speech act theory (Austin 1962) , Iser (1978) sets out the ways in which a literary text induces certain effects in the reader. First, while the structure of ›lit-erary speech‹ resembles that of ordinary speech (ibid., 62), unlike ordinary speech, literary speech is not grounded in a real-life situational context. Rather it stands one step back from direct representation and uses the language of everyday life in order to set out instructions for the production of its image: The iconic signs of literature constitute an organisation of signifiers which do not serve to designate a signified object, but instead designate instructions for the production of the signified (ibid., 64). It is this distinctive organisation of signifiers which leads to, second, the imaginative engagement of the reader in the reading process: […] guided by the signs of the text, the reader is induced to construct the imaginary object. It follows that the involvement of the reader is essential to the fulfilment of the text […] the process of reading is basically a kind of dyadic interaction. (ibid., 66) The reader responds to the text with her own ideas, and then moves forward to verify that this response adheres to the signs of the text.
In a New Zealand case study of readers on an extensive ESL reading program (Marianne 2008) , recall protocols and written summaries were completed at the end of each chapter of two novels. Although this study emanated from a ›transac-tional‹ approach (Rosenblatt 1978; 1991; , the findings suggest that the interaction (or ›transaction‹) between the reader and the text is not only linear in nature, but is also characteristic of the ways in which FL readers make sense of literary texts. Although a cohort of only 12 participants, all the readers in the study ›re-represented‹ the stories in a linear, chronological narrative structure (Marianne 2008, 224 ff.) . With respect to one text (Hardy 2004) , this was predictable as the form of the novel itself was linear; but the second novel (Moses 2000) was written more in a stream of consciousness style. The creative element was illustrated by variation in the range of both linguistic and structural features which the different participants deployed to reconstruct these stories, a device which the researcher called »storying« (ibid., 159).
According to response theory, the capacity of these FL readers to generate a creative response to two radically different types of literary text suggests that the signifiers of the text do not evoke a pre-existing order of meaning, but rather the mean -1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 ing of the text is produced through the reader's imaginative response to the signifiers of the text themselves. This is in contrast to exemplar models where the process of interaction is circumscribed by the interplay between mental schemata operating at different levels, and not between the reader and the text. In its theory of signification, exemplar models reduce the meaning of the text to the mind, circumscribed by the pre-existing taxonomic categories. Meaning is pre-existent within the cognitive exemplars, waiting to be activated by the stimulus of the text. Even the more ›dynamical‹ models (Minsky 1977; Schank/Abelson 1977) occlude scope for epiphany or transformation within imaginary experience.
Structure: Understanding the Text
Exemplar models explain reading in relation to both perception (at the lower taxonomic levels) and comprehension (at the higher taxonomic levels). However, the importance of Rumelhart's (1980) model derives from the interaction which takes place between these levels. At a lower level of realisation, schemata are operationalised in order to recognise words from the perception of strings of characters. At a higher level, schemata enable the comprehension of meaning. In this way readers can mobilise their knowledge of genre and discourse structure to orient themselves to the structure of the text, and to bring to mind conventional patterns of features and events that might occur in a particular type of text. The relationship between lower and higher level schemata is realised through a process of hypothesis testing along a paradigmatic axis, in which higher level schemata search for evidence of fit from lower level schemata, and so on down to the lowest level of sensory data. Positive or negative fit of lower level data to higher level schema results in acceptance or rejection of a particular conceptual framework.
Just as speech acts function within a set of social conventions in everyday life (Searle 1969) , the reader of a literary text also responds to a set of ›conventions and procedures‹ which are (re)combined in distinctive ways. The ›common ground‹ drawn from by the text, is called by Iser the »repertoire« (1978, 68 ff.) . This consists of the conventional attitudes, values and beliefs of a particular historical period or culture, as well as the texts which are alluded to at that time. However on Iser's argument, the literary text neither represents nor replicates the conventions of everyday life. Rather, the meaning of the text resides in a ›virtual‹ code which reorganises social conventions in order to problematize the conventions of the society within which the narrative is set.
The fictional text brings them [conventions] before us in unexpected combinations, so that they begin to be stripped of their validity. As a result, these conventions are taken out of their social contexts, deprived of their regulating function, and so become subjects of scrutiny in themselves. And this is where fictional language begins to take effect: it depragmaticizes the conventions it has selected. (Iser 1978, 61 ) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 This leads to a lack of predictability in the relations between the text and the reader; and between the text and reality. This »indeterminacy« of the text is realized not only by the recontextualisation of social conventions within the time flow of the narrative, but also by specific aesthetic features of »fictional language« (ibid., 66).
»Strategies« of the text also operate along two dimensions central to hermeneutic accounts of human experience: »background« and »foreground«; and »theme« and »horizon« (after Schutz in ibid., 96 -99). A relationship between background and foreground realises the ›links‹ between the different elements of the repertoire; and comprises the external ›frame of reference‹ of the work. The background constitutes the organisational structure of the text, or its »primary code« (after Possner in ibid., 92). This is ›invariable‹ and derives from the selection of elements from the extratextual set of norms and social conventions. This does not actually denote social reality, but provides the background for the ›secondary code‹ or foreground, which is the ›aesthetic object‹ itself. This is produced by the reader as a pleasurable response to the primary code which gives him/her directions for making sense of the secondary code.
In this way the act of reading involves a continual switching between background and foreground, the exact nature of which varies according to different types of narrative.
The internal relations of a narrative text derive from the four principal perspectives which constitute its internal structure (ibid., 96): narrator, characters, plot, and the reader. The reader's flow of consciousness from one perspective to the next as she progresses through the narrative is conceived of (after Gadamer 1960) in terms of ›theme‹ and ›horizon‹, i. e.:
The view he [the reader] is involved with at any one moment is what constitutes for him the ›theme‹. This, however, always stands before the ›horizon‹ of the other perspective segments in which he had previously been situated. (Gadamer 1960, 98) Just as the present horizon is made up of themes that have preceded the one with which the reader is currently engaged, so the present theme will become subsumed into an emerging horizon. The phenomenon of depragmatization described above therefore takes place at three levels: repertoire, foreground/background relationship and fictional language. In the New Zealand study (Marianne 2008) , the principal participant -»JB« -appeared not only to select »some of the aspects offered by a text, but not all«, but also to alter »the representation of aspects from the representation offered by the text« (ibid., 224). This suggests that he was at least in part actively responding to the recombination of social conventions and procedures within the novel. Second, the participant appeared to deploy a number of strategies to explore the rela -1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 tionship between foregrounded and backgrounded aspects of the meaning of the text: »foregrounding in both the reading protocols and summary« with some aspects »ostensibly the same«; »backgrounding from the summary previously foregrounded aspects«; »foregrounding new aspects in the summary«; »foregrounding new aspects through feedback«; and »foregrounding new aspects for narrative purposes and elaborating foregrounded aspects in the summary« (ibid.).
Third, the foregrounding of particular stylistic features of literary language in order to induce an affective response has been noted in four experimental studies carried out by Miall and Kuiken (1994) . Correlations were found between features of foregrounded literary language identified by three skilled raters and the reading times of segments of text containing foregrounded elements by four groups of readers with varying literary experience. While the research outcomes were only correlational, findings nevertheless suggest links between what the authors call »defami-liarization«, affect and interpretation. Miall and Kuiken infer from this evidence that »literary response follows a distinctive course in which foregrounding prompts defamiliarization, defamiliarization evokes affect, and affect guides ›refamiliariz-ing‹ interpretive efforts« (ibid., 392). Earlier empirical evidence (Miall 1989) also suggests that it is precisely the evocation of an affective response on the part of readers that is key to the creation of new understandings on the part of the reader, a process which remains undertheorised in exemplar models.
These examples of empirical research into the effects of defamiliarization lend further weight to the explanatory power of reader response theory. While schema theory describes reading in terms of the activation of vertical, or paradigmatic, stacks of cognitive elements, reader response theory describes how the reader works creatively to uncover and (re)combine syntagmatic elements of meaning. In positing the dynamics of the theme-horizon relationship realised through the stylistic features described above, a phenomenological approach captures the potential of reading literary texts for affective and imaginative transformation: »[…] it initiates a process of communication through transformation of positions, as opposed to pinpointing of information and grounding of data« (Iser 1978, 109) . It is suggestive of how engagement with FL literary texts could have the potential to challenge intercultural readers' prior understandings of beliefs, attitudes and mores and enable them to imagine the less familiar value systems of the FL cultural context.
By contrast, the way in which exemplar models have conventionally been appropriated into descriptions of FL reading suggest that tensions arising between readers' schematized expectations of the text and its ›meaning‹ are counter-productive and have to be resolved. For example, Carrell and Eisterhold describe having to deal with »the reading difficulties caused by the mismatch of the background knowledge presupposed by the text and the background knowledge possessed by the [FL] reader« (1988, 85) . In this respect, the influence of exemplar models on FL reading methodology has lead to a somewhat narrow and over-prescriptive approach to 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 the provisionality and tentativeness with which the intercultural reader reads an FL text. By contrast, reader response theory's conceptualisation of the ›indeterminacy‹ of the literary text embraces the provisionality which takes place as the intercultural reader interprets an FL literary text. The problematizing function which Iser (1978) attributes to certain texts again captures the transformative potential of literary genres for the intercultural reader seeking to engage with the cultural conventions of an unfamiliar setting. This once more suggests how the recontextualisation of cultural conventions within FL fiction can enable the intercultural reader to interrogate the apparent ordering of social practices, and thereby enhance her intercultural awareness.
Ontology: The Wandering Viewpoint
As we have seen, schema theory serves both as a general theory of memory and recognition, and as a specific theory of text comprehension. One implication of this is that there is a homology between the perception of everyday experience and the understanding of written texts; and that denotative and literary texts are both understood in the same way. Furthermore in positing a mental structuration of knowledge which precedes both textual comprehension and lived experience, schema theory suggests that there is an empirical reality which exists independently of the mind. In this respect, it continues in the modernist tradition of Cartesian dualism, which flies in the face of more recent advances in philosophy. By contrast, response theory maintains that reading a literary text is a unique form of activity distinct from everyday lived experience, and has the potential to transcend Cartesian dualism. On this argument, the ›imaginary object‹ of the literary text does not have an exterior existence; the reader's only experience is in giving him/herself over to the text through subsequent phases of reading. In this sense, »we always stand outside the given object, whereas we are situated inside the literary text […] instead of a subject-object relation, there is a moving viewpoint which travels along inside that which it has to apprehend« (Iser 1978, 109) . On Iser's argument, the reader's monist understanding of the different elements in a story -characters, events and images -is the accumulation of subsequent moments in the time-flow of the reading process. It is through this conceptualisation of the reading process that reader response theory provides an account of the aesthetic effect, which appears to be beyond the scope of exemplar models. The aesthetic effect of reading a literary text resides in the accumulation of individual moments of understanding:
[…] the aesthetic object cannot be identified with any of its manifestations during the time-flow of the reading. The incompleteness of each manifestation necessitates synthesis, which in turn brings about the transfer of the text to the reader's consciousness. (ibid.) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 Iser refers to this movement through the text as a »journey« and the experience of that journey as the »wandering viewpoint«. Just as the literal traveller can never experience the entirety of a journey at any one time, neither can the literary sojourner perceive the entirety of the text at any one time.
There are two elements to Iser's conceptualisation of the wandering viewpoint of the reader: the realization of switches in perspective in the text; and the reader's capacity to create an imaginative synthesis from these switches. The stylistic aspect of the realization of different perspectives in narrative has been called variously (cf. Sotirova 2005, 108) »style indirect libre« (Bally 1912a; 1912b) , »narrated monologue« (Cohn 1966) , »free indirect speech« (Pascal 1977) , »represented speech and thought« (Brinton 1980; Banfield 1982) , »free indirect discourse« (Fludernik 1993 ) and most recently, »free indirect style« (Sotirova 2005) . In a survey of readers' responses to a short text from Sons and Lovers (Lawrence 1913) , Sotirova (2005) found limited evidence (31.4 %) of readers' perceptions (n= 86) of features of ›free indirect style‹. However, compared with ›inexperienced‹ readers (31.5 %) a significantly greater number (44.4 %) of ›experienced‹ readers discerned multiple perspectives in the text. This evidence lends some weight to arguments for readers' perceptions of one of the distinctive features of narrative fiction as being »dual voiced« (Toolan 1988 ; Leech/Short 1981) or »dialogic« (Bakhtin 1934/35) , both in terms of the features of the discursive construction of the literary text, and as part of the reader's reading experience. These findings are supported by experimental studies which correlate reading speed with switches in points of view (e. g. Millis 1995) and readers' apparent reference to foregrounded features of the text in order to facilitate their understanding (Miall/Kuiken 2001) .
The cognitive corollary of this stylistic multi-perspectivism is the imaginative ›synthesis‹, or the ›transfer of the text to the reader's consciousness‹. We argue that this equates to perceptions of involvement in narrative fiction which have been the focus of psychological studies into reading. For example, a quantitative study of 299 undergraduates (Levorata/Nemesio 2005) affords considerable insight into readers' engagement with one fantastic Italian short story (Tarchetti 1967) . A factor analysis explained 42.63 % of the variance in the questionnaire responses by one factor which combined the »reader's participation in the story« with »involvement during reading« (Levorata/Nemesio 2005, 25 -26). This category integrated aesthetic-affective constructs such as »empathy«, »emotionality« and »pleasure« with more cognitive constructs such as »imagery«, »curiosity«, »impact«, »interest« and »involvement«. Furthermore, this unitary factor correlated with »vi-olation of expectations«, i. e. »the more the readers are transported into the narrated world and participate in the narrated events, the higher their perception of the violation of their expectations and their surprise when reading the denouement of the story« (ibid., 26). Although this complex phenomenon remained somewhat undertheorised, in our view this description of the reader's cognitive state supports Iser's (1978) conceptualization of the interaction between text and reader as a monist 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 phenomenon. Furthermore, Levorata and Nemesio's positing of a relationship between this and the manipulation of expectations during the process of reading (ibid., 26) seems to us to provide plausible evidence for the ›wandering viewpoint‹.
On the Borderline
A theory which attempts to explain the potential of reading FL literary texts needs to be able to model change: »an organism has somehow to acquire the capacity to turn round upon its own schemata and to construct them afresh« (Bartlett 1932, 202) . Thus, lack of dynamism in any model becomes detrimental to its purpose. On Barsalou's argument, a lack of dynamism is precisely what is evidenced by exemplar models: »although an exemplar set can be very large, its constant application across different occasions is relatively stable, with all exemplars being applied« (2003, 518) . Rumelhart (1980) also concedes that modelling change is not intrinsic to schema theory, although it is partially explained through ›tuning‹ or ›restructuring‹ (53). Tuning is a process involving the loss or addition of variable parts of a schema whereby »whenever […] a certain schema offers an adequate account of a particular situation, we can modify the variable constraints and default values in the direction of the current experience« (ibid.). Restructuring enables the creation of new schemata through analogy or induction: »[…] if a certain spatio-temporal configuration of schemata is repeated, there is reason to assume that the particular configuration forms a meaningful concept and a schema can be formed that consists of just that configuration« (ibid., 54).
By contrast, reader response theory maintains that the incorporation of cultural conventions into a literary text necessarily entails their transformation and modification. This is implicit not only in the relation of the text to the institutionalised »forms of experience-processing« (Luhmann in Iser 1978, 71) which characterise its cultural context, but also in the relation of the text to its reader. For the systema-A C H T U N G T R E N N U N G tisation of modes of perception which constitutes the ›repertoire‹ of the literary text is not merely reproduced, but is disrupted in order to open up new possibilities. »In-stead of producing the system to which it refers, it almost invariably takes as its dominant ›meaning‹ those possibilities that have been neutralised or negated by that system [… ] the borderlines of existing systems are the starting point for the literary text« (ibid., 72). Thus the literary text is neither oppositional to nor representative of reality, but enables the (re)shaping of the reality of its reader.
It makes the reader react to his own reality -so that this same reality may then be reshaped. Through this process, the reader's own store of past experience may undergo a similar revaluation to that contained within the repertoire, for the pragmatic meaning allows such adaptations and, indeed, encourages them, in order to achieve its intersubjective goal: namely the imaginary correction of deficient realities. (Iser 1978, 85) Thus, once again response theory suggest that a literary text holds the potential for readers to reconfigure their experience of reality, derived from their previously more constrained horizons.
Drawing directly from Gadamer's hermeneutic philosophy (1960; 1966) , Dilys Karen Rees (2003) gives an account of reading an excerpt from The Joy Luck Club (Tan 1989 ) with a small class of Brazilian EFL learners (n=17). Using learner diaries both as part of the pedagogical process and as a research tool, she sets out detailed qualitative accounts of the changes that individual learners underwent while reading in order to illustrate how »the class becomes a place of movement and growth as a result of a probing of the text and of the readings produced« (Rees 2003, 16) . Again, in the New Zealand case study the principal participant (»JB«) appears to make sense of the in-class texts through »storying« (Marianne 2008, 236) . For Marianne the process of storying is much more than claiming that readers have emotional reactions to texts, or that they construct a discrete mental conception of the text:
The story for JB becomes one amongst the many narratives that are an intrinsic part of JB […] crucially […] JB's ›TWA‹ [Hardy 2004 ], or ›JJS‹ [Moses 2000 ] becomes a part of JB in the same kind of way that personal narratives of everyday life are used and encountered by JB. He is not interacting with a text whose meaning exists ›out there‹ for all to see: he is transacting with a text (and his unfolding story) in a way similar to his transactions with narratives he is told, everyday, by others, and the narratives he constructs everyday to understand his own life. (ibid., 235) Seen through an Iserian lens, these case studies suggest that through engaging with literary texts FL readers react to their own reality, revalue their experience, and reshape it. This implies that the reader and text are in a more radically dynamic relationship than is suggested by exemplar models, one that holds the potential for the transformation of the reader familiar with a cultural context other than that in which the text was written.
Discussion
This paper has compared the potential of two approaches to explaining the reading of FL literary texts: schema theory (or ›exemplar models‹) derived from cognitive psychology, and reader response theory, which derived from hermeneutic phenomenology. The first issue this paper addresses is the extent to which these two theories are commensurable. We have seen above that a number of FL educationalists have tried to unify text-based and knowledge-based approaches (Bernhardt 1993; Cook 1994; MacDonald 2000; Scott 2001; Swaffar et al. 1991) . We have also acknowledged (after Barsalou 2003) that there are areas of similarity between schema theory and response theory: they are both modular in their architecture, amodal in their systems of representation and situated in the categorical nature of their epistemology.
However, it is in the four areas relating to organisation, structure, ontology and stability that reader response theory achieves its distinctive explanatory power. First 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 in their taxonomic organisational principles, exemplar models inadequately theorise the relationship between readers' cognitive processes and the semiotic properties of the text; whereas reader response theory accords the linear arrangement of the narrative text a role in the process of ›ideation‹ or imagination: »[…] the dynamic interaction between text and reader has the character of an event, which helps to create the impression that we are involved in something real« (Iser 1978, 67) . Second, with respect to structure, exemplar models represent comprehension of the text as a paradigmatic catalogue, whereas reader response theory represents the synthesis of the elements of a narrative text as a syntagmatic progression. As the FL reader moves from background to foreground to the background again, she starts to perceive the norms of the repertoire differently. The reader continuously combines and recombines the different perspectives of the text as she moves cyclically from theme to horizon during the time-flow of reading, an experience which bears many of the phenomenological characteristics of lived cultural experience. Third, the ontology of response theory provides an account of the aesthetic effect of a narrative text through the monist positioning of the reader within the dynamic time-flow of theme and horizon. Thus, response theory captures the phenomenological experience of the textual mediation of intercultural understanding in a way both denied by, and antithetical to, exemplar models' dualist situation of the mental operations of the reader external to the ›data‹ of the text (Cunningham/Fitzgerald 1996, 51 -52). However, it is in accounting for the phenomenon of change that exemplar models are least convincing with regard to the intercultural reader. Exemplar models maintain as long as there is a stable, unproblematic match between the hypostatised meaning of a text and the mental schemata; however, response theory emerges as more dynamic in as much as it can capture the nuances of change and transformation on the part of FL readers as they develop new understandings of intercultural meanings. Ultimately, it entails from a comparison of these dimensions that the two theories are indeed incommensurable. No unified theory can simultaneously claim to be taxonomic and linear, paradigmatic and syntagmatic, dualist and monist, stable and dynamic. We would argue that it is these four areas that reader response theory achieves its distinctive power to describe the intercultural reader who engages with literature in a foreign language, and specifically with a narrative text.
From Defamiliarization to Negativity
The second issue this paper addresses is the adequacy of each theory for describing the process of intercultural reading. It has frequently been lodged that Iser's description of the reader's progression along the syntagmatic axis of the text follows in the modernist tradition of defamiliarization. This has a variegated provenance from the liberal tradition of English Romanticism (e. g. Coleridge 1817) to the Marxist ideology of Russian formalism (Mukařovský 1932; 1977; Shklovsky 1917 Shklovsky /1965 ; 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 and indeed Miall/Kuiken (1994) is also couched in these terms. However, we would argue (with Fluck 2000) that defamiliarization is the beginning rather than the end point of reader response theory, and that as Iser develops his theoretical position through his description of ›negation‹, ›blanks‹ and ›negativity‹ in the final chapter of The Act of Reading (1978) , he supercedes the modernist position in a way that makes his description particularly applicable to intercultural reading.
Negation is a complex process that takes place in several phases. First, as a result of the conditions under which the repertoire is recontextualized within a fictional text, the reader becomes conscious of a normative system of which she had previously been unaware. The reader therefore problematizes these norms so that they seem imperfect and invalid, begins to see them as outmoded, and relegates them to the past. At this point, the reader unconsciously advances to a position beyond the receding present »to discover that which the negation has indicated but not formulated«.
The process of negation […] situates the reader halfway between a ›no longer‹ and a ›not yet‹. His attentiveness is heightened by the fact that the expectations aroused by the presence of the familiar have been stifled by this negation, which causes a differentiation in attitude in so far as he is blocked off from familiar orientations, but cannot yet gain access to unaccustomed attitudes, for the knowledge offered or invoked by the repertoire is to yield something which is as yet not contained in the knowledge itself. (Iser 1978, 212 f.) Negation therefore produces a dislocation between the familiar and the unfamiliar which enables the reader to generate the yet-to-be-formulated. It is this ›emergent‹ transitional space which constitutes the text's meaning, »a third dimension […] perceived as the meaning of the text« (ibid., 217). This already sets response theory apart from the conceptualization of defamiliarization, which describes acts of perception directed at objects which are both pre-existent and external to the perceiver (ibid., 183 f.). Through negation, fiction articulates that which is irreducible to reality, and gives rise to something which did not previously exist: »[…] when one reads a text, there are no given objects to be perceived; instead objects must be built up from the knowledge invoked or the information provided« (Iser 1989, 52) . Thus, in contradistinction to the notion of defamiliarization, Iser's conceptualisation of the »unfamiliar« does not pre-exist the act of reading but is actualized through the reader's engagement with the text.
As the reader progresses through a fictional text, she is continually switching from a segment which represents one point of view to another which represents a different perspective. Since in literature there is no pragmatic interaction equivalent to the dialogic relations of everyday conversation to disambiguate the relationship between the different perspectives, this gives rise to »gaps« in meaning which occur as the reader continually changes viewpoint between each segment. The meaning which emerges from these »gaps« is »indeterminate« and necessitates acts of »ideation« or imagination in order to connect the different segments of the text. As each successive perspectival segment comes into view, it is realized in 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 contradistinction to preceding segments. However, »blanks« suspend the as-yet-unformulated connections between the different perspectives in the text in order to enable the reader to transform them into »reciprocal projections« through the ideational act. As connections begin to emerge between perspectives, blanks enable the reader to produce a »determinate relationship« between each segment. Blanks therefore regulate the reader's participation in the text so that she »is not simply called upon to ›internalize‹ the positions given in the text, but […] is induced to make them act upon and so transform each other, as a result of which the aesthetic object begins to emerge« (Iser 1978, 203) . However, the different perspective segments also give rise to contradictions; and these are reconciled by the reader's alternation between theme and horizon in the real time of reading. Each successive segment is focused on by the »wandering viewpoint« of reader as an emergent theme to be realized from the vacant position currently occupied. This »vacancy« remains present in the background against which the theme emerges not only to »condition and influence« the new theme but also to be retroactively influenced by it in a process of »reciprocal transformation«.
However, it is Iser's conceptualisation of aesthetic experience in terms of the »negativity« which arises out of »negations« and »blanks« (ibid., 180 ff.) that not only supercedes the modernist position, but also renders his phenomenological description of reading particularly applicable to the intercultural reader. Negation and blanks bring into being a »double« of the text. This »unformulated background«, or »negativity«, enables the reader to »experience an unfamiliar reality under conditions that are not determined by his own disposition« and as such constitutes the essential communicative element of the fictional text. On Iser's argument (ibid., 225 -230), negativity performs three functions: formal, substantive and communicative. Formally, it links the vacant positions implied by the blanks and negations in order to make the process of comprehension possible. In terms of its substance, it at once problematizes the prior assumptions of the reader through manifold representations of the »failure« and »deformation« of human endeavour while it simultaneously impels the reader to create an as-yet-unformulated idea as to their origin. Finally, it constitutes the communicative outcome of fiction, since it generates the »unfamiliar«. The unfamiliar elements in the text occur through the removal of »external conditions« from their »real context« and »drain-ing« them of reality. It is this voiding of reality which lies at the heart of Iser's conceptualisation of negativity. For negativity is:
[…] the structure underlying the invalidation of the manifested reality. It is the unformulated constituent of the text […] that which has not yet been comprehended […] As the nonformulation of the not-yet comprehended, it does no more than mark out a relationship to that which it disputes, and so it provides a basic link between the reader and the text. If the reader is made to formulate the cause underlying the questioning of the world, it implies that he must transcend that world, in order to be able to observe it from outside. (ibid., 229 f.) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 This conceptualisation of negativity also enables Iser's theory to explain the aesthetic effect of literature in a way which defamiliarization alone cannot achieve. The aesthetic effect arises from this substantive doubling of negativity: […] in order to make the negation meaningful we have to mentally construct not only the object or situation itself which appears in negation but also that which it negates. We also have to relate it to the absent or nonverbalized horizon of meaning in which the negating act makes sense and by which it is motivated. Negation, therefore, not only produces blanks within the textual repertoire but also maneuvers the reader into an intermediate position between what is cancelled and what has to be supplied as the motivation for the cancellation. (Fluck 2000, 184 f.) However, it has to be conceded that the problematizing aesthetic effect of negation, blanks and negativity does arise from a specialized set of text types; and this gives a certain circularity to a phenomenological description of aesthetic effect (Iser 1978) . On the one hand, the engagement with blanks and negation from which negativity emerges characterizes a certain type of text; and on the other hand, it is these types of text that are particularly amendable to generating this response. This can not only lead to response theory being read as a legitimisation of the privileged status of canonical modernist texts, but also leaves it particularly exposed to attacks from more politicised accounts of literary theory (e. g. Eagleton 1983, 79 ). If we accept reader response theory as a characterisation of modernist literature, broadly speaking the spectrum of ›Literature‹ (MacRrae 1994) which is amenable to reader response theory commences with the realist novel at one end of the temporal perspective to extreme examples of the avant-garde at the other. Indeed, with its description of the emergence of the literary styles of writers such as Faulkner, Joyce, and Beckett, The Implied Reader (1974) has been read as a celebration of the development of modernism in literature. However, not only does this also include analysis of Bunyan, Scott, and the realist novel, some of are which are further developed in The Act of Reading (1978) , but on other occasions Iser also discusses examples of postmodern writing such as Thomas Pynchon and Donald Barthelme in terms of their »rad-icalisation of negation« (Fluck 2000, 195; Iser 1993) . Moreover, while this paper has focused principally upon the phenomenological approach (Iser 1978) , the focus of Iser's work developed throughout his life. Latterly in Prospecting (1989), he embraces anthropology in order to radicalise his description of narrative effect by positing the »fictive« and the »imaginary« as essential part of human experience. This re-describes the act of story-telling as an essential part of human experience. Thus, for Fluck (2000, 194) : »[…] negativity is not only a constituent of a certain type of modernist literature or a certain type of multipersectival text but characterizes all fictionalizing acts«.
Towards the Intercultural Reader
The dual processes of negation and negativity which emerge from a phenomenological description capture the reading of FL texts in ways which are not accessible 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 to exemplar models. Through reading literature, language learners not only engage with a foreign language but also develop a perspective on a foreign culture (Byram 1989; Phipps/Gonzalez 2004) . The particular nuancing of this perspective remains one of the potentials of using literature in FL pedagogy. In engaging with the norms of a foreign culture through literature, the language learner is arguably moving beyond one set of cultural norms to engage with another. At the very least, the intercultural reader is impelled through this rapprochement not only to appreciate the attitudes, values and beliefs of the target culture with understanding and tolerance, but also to problematise the normative systems of the target culture, which then reflect back reciprocally upon the norms and values of the learner's culture of origin. However, a further reaching aim of intercultural communication is for the FL learner to actually embrace certain aspects of the target culture (Monceri 2003; O'Regan/MacDonald 2007) . Within the discourse of intercultural communication, this has also been referred to as a transitional space, a »third place« (Kramsch 1998) or -from a rather different theoretical provenance -a »third space« (Bhabha 1994; Tomic/Lengel 1999) , in which the intercultural reader is beginning to see the norms of her culture of origin in the fresh perspective of the emerging values of the target culture. Iser's conceptualisation of negativity and its potential for realisation through the reading of FL literature also appears to embrace one of the further reaching aims of intercultural communication.
We therefore maintain that the distinctive features of Iser's reader response theory (1974; 1978; 1989; 2006) explored in this paper legitimately describe some of the problematizing, aesthetic effects of a literary text which enable FL readers to engage with the attitudes, beliefs and mores of the cultural context in which the text is located. At the very least, this paper has highlighted the shortcomings of schema theory's description of reading literary texts, despite being almost universally used as an explanatory framework in FL pedagogical primers and empirical research. We would argue that it is time for a loosening of the grip of schema theory in this field, and that some credence be extended to the specific nature of the particular aesthetic effect of literary texts in FL pedagogy, especially their potential for the transformation through enhancing language learners' engagement with an unfamiliar set of cultural norms and values. However, there still remains much scope for further empirical enquiry into this phenomenon on the part of educationalists who employ literary texts for foreign language learning . 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42 
